1735 Highland Place, Apt. 25 
Berkeley, Ca. 94709 
August 7» 1972 

Director of Information 
General Services Administration 
Washington, D.C, 20505 



Dear Sirs 

I am hereby appealing (in accordance with 41 C.F.R. 105-60.404a) the 
denial of my request for a document held by the National Archives, entitled 
"Report of Inspection by Naval Medical Staff on November 1, 1966 at 
National Archives of X-rays and Photographs of Autopsy of President John 
F. Kennedy. ” My original request for this report (which I will refer to 
as the NKS Report) and the Archivist’s reply (dated July 27) are enclosed. 

Arguments for the disclosure of this report include the followings 

(1) it has already been disclosed to some researchers) (2) it contains 
information about the apparently deliberate destruction of important evidence 
by agents of the Federal Government) ( 3 ) the basic subject matter is ^ 

(presumably) duplicated in available documents j and (4) the "medical files 
exemption to the Freedom of Information A.ct is not properly applicable . 

(1) Mr. O'Neill's enclosed letter notes that the NMS Report is shown 
to "researchers whose applications to examine the autopsy material are 
approved by the Kennedy family representative...." This Report is not 
mentioned in the Letter Agreement which is used to restrict access to the 
autopsy material. I am not aware of any legal justification for releasing 
this report to some researchers and not others. 

(2) After having examined the autopsy material, Dr. John Lattimer wrote 
that "there was also a roll of '120' film which had been spoiled by unrolling 
it in the light and a notation that this had been done deliberately by one 

of the agents present." ("Resident and Staff Physician, May 1972, page 45) 

Mr. Fred Newcomb has shown me the letter of June 20 from the Archives to him, 
which indicates that this notation appears in the NMS Report. Information 
about this startling incident cannot properly be withheld, although it was 
either not known to or suppressed by the Warren Commission and the 1968 Review 
Panel. 

I understand that the NMS Report may not contain the name of the 
responsible agent, but it may contain clues which would allow a knowledgeable 
researcher to identify him or explain his actions. 

It is not relevant that the Archives does not furnish copies of this 
Report to those who are allowed to see it. I believe that access under the 
Freedom of Information Act has been held to include the right to a copy) however, 
it does not follow that the denial of a copy means that those who have seen 
this report have been given restricted access. Certainly it is no surprise 
that Dr. Lattimer remembered this important item. The effect of continued 
suppression is only to cast doubt on the completeness and accuracy of Dr. 
Lattimer' s account. 

(3) 0* He ill's letter notes that the NMS Report is shown to approved 
researchers “because it contains a list of the (autopsy) material. 1 Such a 
list appears in Appendix B of the 1966 Letter Agreement, and a rather detailed 
inventory is included on pages 5 and 6 of the report of the 1968 Review Panel. 

If the inventory in the NMS Report is consistent with these other lists, there 
is no reason for withholding it) if it is inconsistent, there is simply no 
excuse for withholding it. 




According to a report by the autopsy doctors (dated January 2 6 , 196?). 
the purpose of the inspection of the autopsy photographs that took place on 
November 1, 1966 -was to "examine, identify, and inventory" them, (Page 1) 

This Report, •which was made public some years ago, includes the results of 
their examination! after discussing the photos in some detail the report 
concludes that they corroborate the doctors' original conclusions. Granting 
for the sake of argument that discussion of this material in medical terms 
in the KMS Report might ordinarily be withheld, the availability of the 
doctors’ interpretation in another report precludes withholding on these 
grounds . 

(4) In any case, the medical files exemption is inappropriate. It 
seems clear to me that the identification and inventory of this controversial 
autopsy material, two years after the Warren Commission filed its report and 
three years after the subject's death, is a legal and not a medical document. 

It is my understanding that recent decisions have established that an unclass- 
ified document cannot be withheld simply by putting it into a classified filej 
similarly, I do not see how a document which was prepared to preserve a legal 
record can be withheld under the medical files exemption, particularly since 
its purely medical aspects are already public. 

The exemption covers only medical files "the disclosure of which would 
constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of privacy. ” I do not think the 
disclosure of information about the destruction of evidence could be an invasion 
of the privacy of the Kennedy family.. In view of the vast amount of nodical 
information already released, the intense interest in the assassination, and 
the remaining uncertainties, release of the HMS Report would not an unwarranted 
invasion of anybody's privacy. The -Warren Commission properly established 
the principle of maximum possible disclosure of evidence relating to the 
assassination; certainly release of this evidence would not be a clearly 
unwarranted” invasion of- privacy. 

Since Dr. Lattimer's access to the autopsy material has resulted in a 
revival of interest in this matter, I would appreciate a response to this 
appeal as promprtly as possible. 

Sincerely yours, 

Paul L. Hoch 




